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o ' This.paper reportS'on the developmeﬁt of a teacher_ training model that ] T

. . o . .
‘ ~ .

is’ part of an educatlonal research pfogect presently ;n/;ts fifth cohsecutlve ‘. \
"o v /u ‘/ .

- %
year of operatlon 1n Washlngton, D.C., arka junior hagh/sﬁﬁooisi’ The program,
. ’ a .

Preparation through ResponsiVe\Educ onal Programs (PREP), has as Ltsgprlmary

.

. objeotkve/thé development and evaluatxon of procedures and curricula to‘assist
. - L ) ) .
b ””ﬁzﬁﬁa;ademrea}iy”or 5001af—-deflclen’/Jualor high schbol students to, improve their T

v -
v

1n-school achrevement/ana/to increase their constructive outhof-school behaviox. “

~ 1]

~ PR
- . B »

’/, fo achieve these goals, PREP has developed a multi~faceted programzﬁinJn

«

-~ volv1ng 1ﬁ§f§§iver35ademlc skill tralnlng u51ng 1nd1v1duallzed 1nstructlonaL N

IR

e g e e .

. prooedures, social skill trainlng with specially developed cu;rlcula,_tralnlng

d &

.- and/}iaisgn work with parents, special reinforcement prooedures, and- training

. i 7 : -7 s : ‘

>of teachers. (See Cohen, ;;llpczak Boren, Godlng, Storm Blshop & Brelllng,

1974; and Flllpczak & Frledman 1976 for ore detailed- éescrlpf OR of the

i R

PREP program) . To dafe, the project has wor&ed with approx1mately 450 students
/"”/, . ‘ ’ ) . .
L _ /f/335'33 teachers in a suburban junior high school, a rural middle school, and J
g - - 3 . R ' . ‘.'
;/////// an’urgag;junior high school. PREP students have consistently shown greater C
: ‘ . , ‘

ny -
¥ .

s academic gains than control students across the years of the program and across

the dlfferent school settings (Frledman Filipczak, Picek & Fiordaliso, 1975)

R -~ /
.o, These gains haveﬂbeen achieved whlle PREP students wereuenrolrz:/in/géass sizeg .
- ranging from a minimum of 15 during the first project year inythe public scheols. .
°'to 25.during the present year, with the classes being conduoteﬁrgyﬁregular pub- " 9
. ' i . Lot )

~ B - * - .
- " v

lic gdhool teachers.

. M
. . b

i g
- - - * *

The present paper will descrxbe the changes that have been ‘made progres- . .

e N ’ ot
> o

sively 1n,PREP s approach to teacher tFaining. It.condludes by presen ing the

o ¢ concepﬁual model that presently guldes PREP teacher tralnlng efforts. {This. . /
| >
P \ - oo ©
R ' N | R
i ‘ model, as well as most features of thie IPREP. program, is heav1ly based on. prlnr
01ples of operant psychology.' It draws, pddltlonallv upon the exten51ve résearch

(‘ foa L » . .’ . ' [ ! ", N .
ERIC . & - 2 o
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that hascrecently been reported in the area of teacher effectiveness (Glass,
. . - . - . ‘ . ¢
. 1974; Mahan & Hull, 1975; McNeil & Popham, 1973; Rosenshine, 1971; Rosenshine
‘"& Furst, l§73). it is sign;ficant to note, hdwsver, that while the teacher

. » e

-

effedtlveness research has primaxily been drrected at identifying teacher

v

behaviors” that ére effective in promotlng stqﬁent achievement in a varlety of
. : i \
. » different types of settings wi Tfferent types and ages of students, PREP's
. ¥
L 1ntere%t has ‘been restr1cted—¢o:%ﬁ§>academlcally and soclhlly deficient }unlor

- ) h1gh school student. -, BN -y 7\

. . s A

Teecb;rSVhavé7been'seleéied for participation in PREP by a variety of -
e N e T C o - T,
g;na from volunteering to selectjon by the principal. . Four of the

4
»

teachers were in their first yeér,ﬁand,ls had completed moxe than two years

L
> ’ . )
of teaching before beginning in the program (overall range of experience is
' N ’ v " ' \ ‘,l
0 to 41 years). Therefore, for the mos;,paffflthe teacher training efforts of w
9 — 7 N ‘. 4
. " . - .

PREP were directed at a moderateiy experienced group of teachers. .

v o

-

_.Teacher Training Approach . '

- -
.

# e ThE QQElE\Of PREP teacher training efforts have been broad and .varied.
. - N . N < S " .\‘ .

. S
P . . Sy LY

- ’ They have.incldded many, out-of-classrdom behaviors, such as.preparation ‘of

. ﬂmtegiaisfzsezection of~égrricq;um’ _development of student work contracts,

‘__r--——('ﬁvv--‘~5 . , 4 '

-
kN

e L

"~ preparation of worksheets and a351gnments, schedullng £ frequent tests and
.,/’//' ’ / v . g . -

L)

qulzzes, and utlllzatlon of avallable data to determlneasklll levels of stu— /;\'

Lo dents. &gs&sof-insgeffort of PREF, however has been d1rectéd towards the’in-

flass bebavror of” the ¢ea¢he§s, and the present‘paper w1ll be restricted to a -
dlscuss1pn_oﬁetn1s aspect of the tralnlng program. i B

.
~ - ’ . co.

.'-*

. ; . « )
The process of BREP teacher training for in-class behavior was initially L

.. v
1 - .

composed of three.relatéa steps.' Thé first involved the specification of

- * ’
IO . . . 13 xS L . H .

ectlves for’t?ache ,qehav10r in the classroom. The seoond‘involved the ap-

T ] il fa N

. P - . f . . . .
piication of particular'trainipng procedures to assist the teachers in meeting
v A ,‘.\' - . - . ) . - , - .

[mc

. d . ° N
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the objectives”specified in the first, part.

-

The third step, was' the monitoring.

»

and evalugtion -of tEapher\performence in the .classroom to determine the degree

to which.the teacher had successfull$ accoﬁplﬁshed the specified objectives.
» : TS

i
L ’ . v

To the extent that particular teacher$ were found to be ﬁerforming below minimal
R ¥ .. ) °

S .\ i. ’ .o ’

] . expectations during stepvthiee, the cycle- then reyerted béfk\either to step one, ,

L : Tos : . : - ‘
-‘ : where the objectives were modified, or to step two, where additional training
- . i

‘ : < ) .

vas provided. 5 Ty e : :
. -l 3 -

A Z - ' '

Pa

% )
e o
s

\
The 1n1tral objectlves ﬁhat were selected prlmarlly reflecte& the operant
theoretical orlentathQ‘of t@é project and the empiwical results of research

17
»

studies in which behav1oral procedures had been applied in educatlonal settlngs

conducted both by PREEWstaff*CCohen & Flllpczak 1971 ;#Cohen ét al., 1971) and

others (Hall, Panyan, Rabon & Broden, 1968; Madsen*

Begk\e\r_.& Thomas, 1968,’ for
‘example) .

Thus, skills such ag the use of praise to consequate onwtask behavior,

.

. . r
.

the control of undesirable begeﬁfof\thrbugh ignoring and brief time-out periods,
L

-
4

frequent ‘and specific feedback from teacher to student , and the clear specifi-

ﬂ cation of‘student_performancerrequirements weré’emphasized.' Specific ovbjectives

'

were established for teachers with regard.to these skil}s.: The selection of '
A} . . N . ]

criterion levels for these behaviors was of necessity somewhat arbitrary; the

.

state of the technology at *the initiation of the program did not pexmmt anythlng
; ]

- } Mf"'"' . . . ‘
more than an educated guess as to precisely what a teaoh@”xgwratecof praise
b e
L should be. The same teaqglng skllls .and crlten;on‘ievels were empha51zed for
|

|

",,m«"

[
. o a?

o o S

use in both the academlc cla seé”bf'PREP (which are prlmarlly conducted in an
|

. M K
1nd1v1d@alized instructionaﬂ‘manner) and in the interpersonal or cial skills
\ | « .
: claSses (in whtch group 1nstfuctlonal procedures are most often ug d)

The training procedures used to assist the teachers in reaching these

. a

, .
rformance objectives have been numerous and varied.

Each hew teacher in the
¢ t )

program was first .provided with intensive but short-term .didactic instxuction

in behavior modification procedures.

At the suburban school site, where the “

\). .

‘ . . ¢ o -3- e a:




4

-  program operated during the 1971-72 and 1972-73 school years, a three-day.

~

workshop was conducted before the start of ead1 year's program. At these work-

pomp

“shops, teachers were tra1ned to a mastery levgl on use df behav1oral language

\ - . .
and principles. Workshops of five days were Used b;&h at the.&grél and urban
3 ¢ i, . * ' N . e / .

school sites before teachers participated in the prog¥am. In addition ta the
‘ /

.
.

‘q_“mﬂ,e—/’”’didactic instruction, more active dures were employed during’

|

T I . ’
" these” pre-service training sessnOns, such as modellng, role-pliylng, and micro-

\

teachlng. " .

Durlng the school year, PREP staff have directly modeled the behavioral
[ \ ‘
skills in the classroom for the teachers, observed the teachers as they per-
»

formed the skill; and provided them with both quantitative and gqualitative °

feedback, and met with them on a regular basis (from daily to weekly) to pro-
. I ) - ¢
vide consultation with problems and develop special programs where needed. - .

. i

To supplement theotraining, PREP has employeg a number of positive rein-

forcers to increése teacher performance -in~the specified skills. These have
; ' PRI . - . .

b . -
included the opportunity to earn graduate credit, staff praise and consulta-
. | . «
| - R
tion, occasionalllunqhes or snacks (contingent on attendance at training ses-
. o SlODS, letters to supervisors, and addltlonal asslstance w1£E“E7;Esreqm tasks.
N
4
. . - .
e aluate the

A variety ‘of procedures have also been used td “Honiter

D  J
) - ] . T N , *
performance oi the' teachers in the clasgroom. Formal procedures have included
_—M7 .
1 ' - N Y T o ——

the use of teacher perfigrmance. checklists, frequency counts of teacher and stu-i

- M
. N - ¢
[N . v

dent behavior, and sequential analyses -of student-teacher interactiens. In #

addition, videotapes have been made* of clas;es, and PREP staff have.informally -

observedf¥ite teachers’ behavior. - 7

S

‘General Results of Teacher Training Procedures - - 9

-

. ) On.the basis of four years of experience in teacher training with these
Yy o ! .

. N “ LA : . [ . .
- . types of objectives, and training and monitoripg procedures, it is possible to
. .' . - . . N

‘ ! . o \ . - L&

ERI
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report findings that hgve been consistent across ‘settings. First, teachers

*

have demonstrated a high level of proficiency in understanding behavioral prin-

’

ciples and in applying them during ;ole—playiné situatiéns. A pre-test given

. .

to five new teachers in the program duriné the present'school'year suggests
- L 4

that these teacbers had mastered the behavioral concepts even before the train- "
ing had begin, a situation that is likely to be found more frequently as teacher

education programs include behavioral principles in their curriculum.
sk

Second, in the day-to-day application of the skills emphasized during

training, considerable inconsistency has been found between teachers, as well

r

N e ey el S .
as_for individwal—teach&rs across days {(though less so in this case). While

some teachers have demonstrated sizeable changes in their classroom behavior as

Y

a result ofsthe training, particularly with regard to the use of praise and

- ﬁ N .
. . other social reinforcers for on-task behavior (Pumroy & Karapetian, 1975), other

£ .
°

teachers who have demonstrated the same degree of proficieqcy in the training

sessions have shown virtually no change in their classroom behavior.
3 - .

Third, the relationship between téacher behavior in the claésroom and
academic %rogress of students has not been as clear-cut and direct as was anti-

cipated. 1Individual teachers have produced extremely high student work rates
. LI §
éhile fa%}ing to perform the skills thought to be important by PREP. To some ’ '
e ektegg this may gé interpreted as indicatihg that ather f;atures of the PREP | f_
L Y ‘ .
modei, such as special reinforcement conditioﬂs and indi&idual%zéd'instruétional

L4 ’ ' '\ ~
> prééedures, are sufficiently powerful to overcome the effects ‘of deficits in - “ e

~ . ‘ g ‘ . . LS

teacher performance. However, other teachers who haye used the same reinforce-

e » e
. 3

ment and instructional systems, and who .have done better in pérforming the )

- LI
-

- QQIIigxgmphasized by PREP, have in some instances been less successful. in pro-h
. . \-\ “

- \ B

[

v

¢

ducing conéistently large student academic gains. For example’, s?vefai Eeaqhq;s

~ ’ . ' .
who have reliably.failed to achieve the PREP-specified objective of making four

-
-

.
B

positive comments to every one negative comment hLave nonetheless produced high

\
! .
.

ERIC . 7 , I

PAruiText provided by enic [T
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T rates of on-task behavior and étudent work. This has been en_found in at 1east ¢

i"-
.

two different subject areas and at both the rural and urban settings. PR

Fourth, some of the teachers, despite the reinforcers employed by PREP,

have resisted efforts to change their behavior. This has_occurred more fre-~

quently with experienced and tenured teachers, some of whom have experienced
* - \
varying amounts of success in their classes using.non-PREP procedwres. Mean-
¢ ’ «

while,” PREP~ € _have found it discouraging to persistently‘ehCOunter failure
- LN - . Ty r“’ﬁ-s-\s_\
T~ H ¢ ® -

in trying to achieve these éhagges. ) § .

. - - \
TSummary, the results of t theﬁe teacher trainlng procedures have been

mixed. A number of teachers have made sizeable changes in classroom behaviérs,

\

PR

and, most impoxtantly, students have consistently made more academic progressu
- than control students. It is difficult‘to_determine; however, the extent to
- which the overall'success of the project is due to ,the teacher training efforts,

i

: Y . ~ o ¢ §
since the program includes a number.of other important features"as well., The

-

most ,serious questjons about the adequacy of thls'approach to teacher training -

4 . . el
A . s . -

were raised' by the lack of clear relationships in the afiticipated directions

« R ‘ M *
p,m r .
. s bet&een Jparticular behaViofs of teachers and the students in$their classes, the - .
! ) [ : Tova < ) . - * N
rzw“““dbserved success of several gsachers while not fulfllling the PREP- specifred
o’ . ""-"‘-L_,,b% . & (‘ . ’
T objgttlves, and the resistapce small group of teachers to the-training '
¥ e effortsf Asra'result of these'f;E€§%§§§ PREP has moved to&ards a less theory—;

N @ Y

: . . . *
} . . . . . . ! T ;
' T e oo re——" e = e

_Features of the Revi,sed,Mode] *\\\*M s ‘

A} - Y )

This reVised Jnodel seeks to develop\an empirr/ally—based theory of teacher

-

effectiveness for indiVidual teachers rather than for groups of teachedsdu
basic assumption is that the same constellation of behaviors performed by aif~--—

4 ferent teachers will not have the same effect, particularly when the students,

® - : the subject and éurriculum,‘the settiné, and many other factorsj including the

- .
. . .

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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teacher's_effectiveness as a reinforcer, differ.. Aan additional assumption is

~ . . o

. that the establishment of driterion levels of performance for particular behav-

[
- ~ - . [

iors, while useful.and perhaps even necessary. to improve the perforhance of

large groups of teachers, may not be‘an effective ;ay of optimiZing the teach-

A * L ing performance of lnleldual teachers. In order to determine thz‘set of
‘behaviors that are most effective for indiviédal teachers, and the~rate'at which

. RN
AN > - o

-

they should be,performed, it is necessary “to conduct empixical analyses w1th1n

that teacher's Classroom on numerous occasions. It is necessary to do ‘this,

J

first to describe the teacher! s existing behaVioral ,style; second to deter-
mine the correlational relationship between day-to-day differences inateacher

© ¢

behavior and day-to-day differences in student behavior; and, third, "to determine

"

fw:the direction of these relationships by jointly working with the teacher to.

.

p systematically change his/her behavior. . This more empirically-based and idio-~

. #oo- . .

rnsyncratic model of teacher training uponewhich yREP has recently embarked

follows, for individual teache S, the three steps outlined by Rosenshine and
- /0 % ] - '

Furst (1973) for teachexr effectiveness research with groups of teachers: *
o« £ -' »

~

- description, correlatidn, and experimentation.

N
- ~
- ¢

- — Y The firSt step in the revised model , rather than involving a specification
— ¢ - ? N
of teacher -behavior ob;ectives with the expectation that the attainment of these .

o~
v N B

/ wlIl result in the desired.student gains, involves a specification of student ‘

~ 3

N // achieyement objectives. while PREP has exerCised the leadership role in this R
/ Y ’ v '
progess, teachers .are actively involved as well The explicit approval of the

— 5y N o

objectives By the teachers is essential Once this is acHieved, 'the primary

concern of PREP lS not with the particular means by which teachers go about

- \ >

IS .
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- » . . . 1 ~ .o
"definition of an 'assignment unit for each class is agreed upon between teachers
. ‘ L

©

.+ and curriculum and research staff of PREP. The decision to focus' on academic

s
.
< ’

Sklll galns as the'major student objective is based on several factors. First,

I3
— -

the students served by the PREP project are highly deficient in basic academic o
- —---skills: Second, it is of the utmost importance that student performance be .o

( C, ] , .
measurable directly\ d daily. If this is not possible, thgn the correlational,
and ultlmately experi ental analyses of the relaﬁlonshlp bet een teacher and

’ 3 : . |

- effectiveness for a particular teacher. ' S , "
3 - .
. ' ‘ . . / “ .
- . . . ) l ! N
The next step of this model is the selection and/or deve10pment of ooﬁerva—
. - . /
tional instruments for use in gatherlng data on teacher performance. It is at
-6

1 -

this point that PREP has- encountered some SEélOUS problems. The number of

- 5

teacher behav;ors that- can be monitored by_an individual obsexrver is limited.‘

v - ~

<

Yet the range of behaviors performed by téachers, any one of which may be of
. P » ) ,n ~‘ '
major importance for a particular teacher, is extremely broad. If one selects:
S . . .

, 3 ' - 1 - 'Y “ w
-~ or develops an observational 'system that seeks breadth in order to enconpass

~

. @s many potentially important teacher behaviors as possible, then the result-'

2
+

.- ing measures may not be specific enough to detect important changes in the

‘ 4

- teacher's behavior from day to day. It appears at this time that it may be

"
- * e

necessary to use a series of observational procedures and instruments. For the

initial observationg, an instrument that samples the teacher's behavior on a

»

relatively broad range of behaviors would be desirable. This would permit a <
generaL determination of two or three areas of behavior that seem to be of : )
. . "‘\ .

particular importance for a teacher, by v1rtue of the rate of their occurrence,
“‘» < . o "",, - 1
' -
. the var;ablllty from day to dayf, or: thelr antecedent or consequent stlmulus

conditions. Once those specific areas have been identified, it would thepfbe -

\ - - : S - , ;

3 . .
, et - S \ » 0 _“\ - at . \‘{:
EK G : ) ’/ . -
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possible to use more specific

@

¢

iors that might be labeled "assertivenes

s

T~ - - -

‘\\ ’ Thee—

PRE to focus specifis

crﬂtllaﬂ area for several

on theory or empirical data, since the universe of categories is far greater

< ) . -

‘than could be included in one system. PREP has remained committed prlmarmly to

»
of stating specific criterion levels for particular teacher behaviors.

res that would be

ment mi t\itslude obsérver\iatrngs on the dimension of\\§

sg;tlveness. If

rating Qr_a partreular\teacher on this dimension are extremely low or. variable,

a soecifig\ low-inference observatio;ai“p cedure‘that includes a number of

éensitive to changes from

déx~to day. For example, ‘it has been -ed\in PREP that\a broad class of teacher
. . .
ds related tofstudent‘Work—

ragte.> An ini ek\observatlonal system designed esséntlally for general assess-

characteristic of. assertiveness

&ently'being developed byu

‘a behaV1oral model in this regard, desplte retreating from an earller p051tlon

From a

Y

behavioral perspective, a complete analys1s of behavior requires 901ng beyond

frequency counts to also 1dent1fy1ng antecedent and consequent stlmull that

appear to be.controlling, or controlled by, the behavior.

r ' :

this raises a second problem in trying to select and/or develop observational

- -

. ) . v Small-group settings such as. the family (for example; Patterson, 1973,

1though such an analysis'would appear ‘equally important in a class of 25 stu-.

. NN

LY

-

v
-
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The importance of

LY

1974).

. -dents as in a family of fourhmembers; the technical problems in conducting it
—__are far‘greater. How does one characterize the actions of 25 different indi-

viddals as a particula‘ antecedent or consequent stimulus, particularly with

procedures_for the classroom. While the value of sequential analyses of behay-

ior hag been ‘demonstrated in natural settings, it has primarily been applied in

v
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. thé need to
\\\

§

been taken?
. / ..
To date
N d\t
u \tw{al proce
\ ™~
- - room.

e f

., on the teach

dem

1

behaviori (or

behavior)} is

more tha$ i

/

. dpcted by

less appropriate with large classes 7%%ng taught by a group lesson. PREP 's

/

that the stimulus has pot changed BefG;e the measure of teacher Behavior has

e behavior of that student (or group) immediately before the teacher's

behavidri WA
i number of time
1nd1v1duallzed instructiona procedu/es, or i a smgll clads

second approach to “sequential analy51s has involved observ1ng each student in .

. ~
a pre-determined but random order for five seconds, and then the teacher.

L

-

. s
do such a characterization in a sufficiently short .time period so
I N b4

t

’ ?REP is pY¥oceeding along two lines to try to develop an observa-

d%ie that takes into account the sequential patteq & within a class-

N ~

irst line, certainly not unfque to PREP,'involves cusing directly

~

er as he/she interacts with a éarticular student or group of stu-

-

immediately after for the analysis of consequences of teacher -

t?en categorize

Eip a two-dimepsional model along with the teacher's

'

. < A

th this systenm, a_particular student may be observed a substantial

acher has interacfed with thaJ student L/'

/

during a peribd if the

' . Ty é
th others. This.approach pears m st

nrnageable in a cla?s con-

; but
v

.
k3

While

a

this approach would seem to be more appropéiéte'for group instrgpﬁion, it ;uns
»the risk of taking;the very complex stimulus reéresented by 25 students and .
oversimplifying it by concentrating on just one student at a time. The ultimate
utility of these two\Epproaches to sequentiel ahalxsis will be determined by
reviewing the empiricel%@ata collectedﬁkhrough their use.

-

n
.

Only in that way

will it be possible to determine if these procedures serve to highiight impor-

-

~ a

tant relatiopships between teacher and studept\gehavior, or only introduce

-

“additional e

v

rror variance into the whole process.

!

i i
pnt, PREP, like most others who a¥e out in the schools Bn agdail
- » . + -

~

At pres

)

- . *

basis, cannof take the ‘luxury .of awaiting the development of,measuf}meﬁt pr j

cedures sufficiently sensitive and ‘encompassing to. account for a_laige '

+
- -

" -10- ) ) y
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in student behaviorzwitﬁi: a single teacher's class

o

itional steps qn this more empirically-based teacher training .

L \
-

iminary Results - ' L N A
26 ' ) ' . o

During this school year, data have been collected‘pp a regular basis for

& t - »
//////T eight classes ih the rural site and nine classes in the urban site. These

«

-

‘corretgted for seven teachers-~four at the rural schgol and thYee at the urban
o .

" IS . . ~
site., . e

. -
» . ,

¢ ey

The items on t7is checklist were categorized a$ "rei orcgment—iélated"

)

Sinclﬁding prompts,/praised and other feedback)’or as "management;rglatedﬁ

/

v (including preparation and-use of materials and organization of the class).

N N

In the rural setting, meeting the requi{fﬂénts for either "reinforcement" or \

. " "management" constellations was not significantly related to class work for one

. e

teacher. For only one of four teachers was the total compliance (both reinforce-

S 3
«

ment ,and management) on the checklist related highly‘with student on-task behav-

ior. Further, itemganglysis for the total checklist revealed only one item

2 . L N
\;Rﬁt\disériminated éignificanfiy between high on-task and low on-task days, -
.‘ . / . .
and this was fouqd sigifificant for only one téacher. Af the urban site, -low
// & ’
‘non-significant correlations were ®btained be tween rk rate and compliance on

°
3 Ay

the ch?cklié% with two teachers. For one of/tﬁe urban teachers, a significant

positive relationship was found between £otal checklist -performance and student -
’ . ~ e

on-task (p<.Q05). These early anaLQéés on u§ban sbhoég\data have not shown sig-

nificant positive relationﬁg;pé/;epween total checklist performance and stydent /

‘M~i\;‘ work rate. It 'would appear from these resul€é, and a more total analysis
I L . -
< ' } g /' ) . . - ' * . ’ ¢ ~
‘ [ [ .t / : ' ’ .
’ L ’ o ’ . onwlle, . /
\) . . N . ‘ ) . ] _‘ ‘t '
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be' available at tﬁe.conclusion of this school year, that the Ehécklist is not

»

an adequate measure for discriminating between high and low student work pex-

. *formances, although it may be of value with regard-to the measure of on-task -
. Auianid
. .

behavior. . ~ ¢

. ‘
’ .

R . .
In addition to these preliminary findings, there have bggn several informal

[N ‘ ’

. but important findings concerning this newer approach’ to teacher training.

During the school yea#, data on student éerformance are regularly discussed:@
// . X ~ X ‘|l
by staff and teachers. In sharing these data, PREP assumes a,totally empirical

=
. b ) /

. 5 ‘ o - :
approach. Rather than requesting that teachers perform particulaf’ﬁéﬁaviors'in

order to elevate the level of student perfo}ﬁance in their classes, ggaff_h;ve‘

. ‘ * PRI
¥ - (-

; emphasized the achievement of the student work “objectives by whatever means -

’ . ¢

have seemed most appropriate to the teacher. In sewveral instances, teachers__ ...
. . A

.~

»

the benefit of this specific and frequeﬁt feedbhack

L

B
7 . have demonstrated that with

,

. . ) ) .
on student performance’, they iare able to modify their behavior in an effective

o .

way without any specific consultation. 1In other instances, however, the more >
P‘ . - " - <6 -
. " . 1 - - . .
. ‘frequent feedback on student performance has resulted in teacher's requesting °

»
. b4

. . - »
Py specificlassistance in improving work output, either through changes in teach-
- a . ’

o “e “ . 1 -

ing behavior or curriculum magsrialshand‘§faéedures. Most of the teachexrs have

¢
s

béen responsive to this feedhack p}oéedure and newuébﬁioack, althpuéh student

I3

’ . 13 . . . ‘- » . . K
pexformance objectives have remained below the é&riterion level\ln about one-

j L]
third of. the classes. - ;. . . _ ' ’ .

, ~- “

e R , <8 , . .
| + It should be noted that there are several important though rarely used

restrictions on this model of "whatever works, for you, use it." %irst, the

; ' teacher Tust practice ethiéaliy—qcceptable procedures. This has not. been a
- - ~ .'
L) : ’ ' . o . ¢ .

problem for PREP to date./ Segond, possible side effects or long-term effects

of the tmaching procedure$ must be considered. It is particulariy difficult '

ERI

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
g




Further, it must be emphasized again that the focus of this paper has be‘ﬁﬁ?

< on the behavior of the teacher in the classroom. This reVised PREP model strives

+

'to account for variabiiity in day to«day,behaVior of students as a function -of

teacher behaVior, assuming that other important variables are controlled. For

¥ ¥ .

> purposes of maximiZing the likelihood of achieving the agreed-upon student

obJectives, however, it is essential to continually evaluate the effectivenesq

s

of these other variables,'such as the type of instructional and reinforcement

procedure used and the cut¥riculum matexrial itself,
N - ’ -

[y

- Tt this point, in sthe fifth year of the PREP program in public schools,

- . r
. this more empirical and less theoretical- approach to teacher classroom prac-
. - o ' -

tices is resulting in some surprising findings. For example, after recommending

B

.o to teachers the use of ignoring as an effective means for dealing Wlth minor
/ 1 . ¥ ’
W off-task behaVior, PREP noted that in indiVidualized classes some of the .most

, -

¥ b ‘ ’
//éonSistent and largest—scale successes have been achieved bzf,eache;s’Who have
/

not followed this practice but rather have briefly but deCisively redirected

' tstudénts to their work., It may in féct be that wlth Junior high school students,

. wmany of whom‘have been ref%rred to the program for SOClal behavior problems, the

effec¢ts of ignoring are qUite different than with younger children on whom much

.
. Ll

of the behaVioral educational research has been conducted . The PREP students

e

-

-have a long history of poor school performance, are very much under the control' )

»

of peer.reinforcement, and are grouped with peers who may eventually reinforce
¥, even minor off—task behavior, Further, with these students, it has been foéund 1

that teachers who do not meet the PREP objective of four positive comments for

»
M «©

revery negative comment are in some cases quite successful. These findings are

¢ 1 1

based on a small group of teachers, and are obViously in need of replication.

.
N

+ ° ‘They point out, however, the ‘need to ‘consider the possible interaction effects

iy

.t of setting and stydent var ables with teacher thaViors, and the importance of
ﬂ/ : more precise resehrch in ése areas. B ' oo st
! s - : . | ; + . !
<, ! "13"" " : /
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"in the area of teacher training. It has recounted the change from a model

In summary, this paper *has described -the past and pres%nt efforts of PREP

.
»

v * ’

4

3

based on the pérformance Py teachers of specified skills helie?ed to be impor-

tant'by PREP, to & mpre empirically-based,
4 v .

.
L

"

.t

behaviors are“evaluated ﬁ;imarily in relation to the achievement of particular
N 'y .

-

’

-

short-term student outcome

X
-

« 0"

in relation to ‘the problem of analyzing sequences of téacher-claés.intefaction.

s. The particular difficulties in

’

>

-

I . v

dével?pipg class-

«+ room ‘observaticn systems of adequate sensitivity were discussed, pa

rticularlx

’

the shift to this model with

It wasufgggrted that 'in spite of this difficulty.
U ; ty
1ts greater-attentiveness to individual differenced between teachers has been
-
.successfully-implemented with a lihited humher of teachers.
- . n .
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idiosyncratic, model in which téache% -
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APPENDIX -

TePS T
‘ s\

I3

. -+ Teacher Observalfle Practices Slieet

a

4 v

- BEFORE THE START OF CLASS:. oS YES HO N.A, -

‘ COMAENTS

4 #Had best prior classwork posted v
Hdd contract or lesson plan available~"\ > .
+ + | _Had nceded supplies and materaals avaidable s 5 -
Had nd®deg: A/V equipment ready fQr.use il

‘ Had I.\idcir'l*gsk Sheets or other ingtructilons availacrle- . - ~

. 3. N L.
DURING THE FIRST 3 MINUTES OF CLASS:

Had class in seat and quiet at bel}. . .
Took class attendance (with aidesns N .
Fed back Assignment Completed data ™\

Fed back positive behavior informatioinior last class
Told students type/timc fox reinforcemen®~ .

Td1d criteria for reinforcement S~
Gave daily assilnment glearly ~
Siqgnaled atart of work perind ~ o

FOR GROUP LESSON:

.

Had assignment' posted on blackboard
Had ‘lesson plan and cbjectives available on desk
Had aides .or others distribute materials for use

- Used chalkboard or ‘A/V eguipment to present lesscn
Prompted student participation in giscussions TS
Helped students$ who requested it . -

Pradsed, students and class for on-task (4:1) . ) hd
Provided feedback on correct fesponses . -
.} supervissed aides 1in all needéd dutaes
« | Coifected in-class work for later grading - .
Had enlough “work for all students R :
Used Behravior Sheet in classroom i ’

. £ N - .
o ' »

« « FOR INDIVIDUAL LESSON: - .

JHad ‘assignment posted on board

: Had cpntracts and folders available for each student
- Had aides distribute individual lessons

Circulated to all students during class

Provided help to any student requesting it

Praised students and class for om-task (4:1)

Ignored minor off-task performance

supervised aides on all needed duties _ - -

Had ecnough tasks for all students

Uscd Behavior Sheet in classroom

2

DURING IAST 2 MINUTES OF CLASS: .

3

praised individuals or group for on-task
Announced clean-up time
Worked _all period on this class teaching ~
Distributed and eaplained homework assignments
pPassed back graded work from prior classes
Rismissed class with igsitivcg comments

¢ . . N

’ ) 14
. . h

TOTAL: ‘ e .

»

v

- R ¢ COMPLI/\N‘CE! "{Yes t Yes + No = Compliance)

ER .o , N . v

, .




